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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Sir: 

Applicants submit this Request in response to the Final Office Action of 
December 7, 2006, and respectfully request that it be reviewed. 

CLAIMS REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C. 102 

Claims 1-4, 8-9, 11-15, 19-20, and 22-24 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
1 02(e) as being anticipated by Bacon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6430538), 
hereinafter referred to as "Bacon". Applicants respectfully submit that Bacon 
does not disclose all the elements and limitations of the claims on file. 
Consequently, the present claims are not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. 102, 
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and the allowance of these claims is earnestly solicited. 

In support of this position, Applicants incorporate by reference the 
arguments made in the Amendment dated October 2, 2006. Though 
Applicants will not repeat the legal authorities submitted in the Amendment 
dated October 2, 2006, Applicants wish to emphasize the strict application 
and interpretation of the anticipation legal standards. Accordingly, all that 
the Applicants are required to prove, in order to satisfy the novelty 
requirement, is the existence of a single novel feature in the claims. 

To this end, Applicants will now focus their analysis on representative 
claim 1 . With reference to claim 1 , the Examiner indicates that Bacon 
discloses "based on examined information and organizational structure, 
determining an appropriate destination for the object at a lowest possible 
granularity level within the organizational structure (see column 4 lines 38-65 
see column 1 0 lines 1 0-54 and figure 7; where the server identifies the next 
activity based on the business process and the just completed activity and 
pushes the object to the next necessary destination." 

Applicants respectfully submit that Bacon describes assigning personal 
subworkflows to given participants, work group, or other workflow entities. 
However, Bacon does not include the methodology of determining the 
lowest possible granularity sub-group to ossign the subflow / activity . 

The present invention meets the need for the routing requirement of an 
object through an organization's workflow system. To this end, the system 
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and associated method of the present invention can utilize, for example, the 
Systems Applications and Products (SAP) workflow technology so that 
whenever changes are made to an organization, they are automatically 
reflected in the workflow. 

Since the SAP workflow is position-based, rather than person-based, the 
workflow routes do not need to be updated every time an employee is 
promoted or changes jobs, thus increasing the efficiency of the 
organization's sales, purchasing, and human resources, by implementing a 
single routing structure for all processes, across all applications, throughout 
the organization, worldwide. The ability to have an open, flexible routing 
method that reaches a low level of granularity within an organization or 
organizations improves productivity by sending the work items to specific 
recipients, and further improves the system and network performance by 
selectively sending only work items to those specific recipients as opposed 
to large groups of people. 

In response to this argument, the Examiner indicates that: "Bacon 
explicitly teaches "based on examined information and organizational 
structure, determining an appropriate destination for the object at a lowest 
possible granularity level within the organizational structure" ( see column 4 
lines 38-65, column 10 lines 10-54, and figure 7 ; where the server identifies 
the next activity based on the business process and the just completed 
activity and pushes the object to the next necessary destination. The server 
uses process definitions in order to determine the most appropriate 
destination of the object. The process definitions contain logic that enables 
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the system to isolate the appropriate destination. This use of process 
definitions and decision agents to route objects is the same as 
determining the lowest level of granularity to route an object to. ). 

Emphasis added. 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection ground and submit that 
nowhere do the texts ond figure (Bacon, column 4 lines 38-65, column 1 0 
lines 1 0-54, and figure 7) that are referenced by the Examiner, refer to the 
determinotion of the lowest level of granularity . Actually, the term 
"granularity" is not mentioned in the entire Bacon patent. It is not clear to 
Applicants how the Examiner analogized or equated the concept of 
identifying the next activity with determining the lowest level of granularity . 

Furthermore, the Exgminer rejects claim 2 on the ground thot: "The 
method of claim 1 , further including examining external information, if any, 
related to each parsed portion, to further determine the lowest possible 
granularity level of the object destination (see column 4 lines 39-57; where 
external activities are examined to determine the status of the workflow and 
the next possible activity.)." 

Applicants respectfully submit that Bacon discloses determining the status 
of the workflow and the next possible activity. It states that "the engine 1 1 5 
routes a given work item 1 1 7 to the appropriate actors, such as agents 1 20, 

However, Bacon does not examine or determine the lowest possible 
granularity level of the object destination . 
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Consequently, based on the strict legal requirements of the anticipation 
standard, claim 1 is not anticipated by Bacon. As a result, claim 1 and the 
claims dependent thereon are allowable. In addition, independent claims 
1 2 and 23 are allowable for containing a similar subject matter to that of 
claim 1 . Therefore, claims 1 2 and 23 and the claims dependent thereon, are 
also allowable. 



Claims 5-7, 10, 16-18, and 21 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bacon. Applicants respectfully submit that the 
cited references do not disclose all the elements and limitations of the 
claims on file as a whole. In addition, these claims are allowable for 
depending on the allowable independent claims 1 and 12, as discussed 
earlier. 



CLAIMS REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C. 103 



Respectfully submitted, 



/Samuel A. Kassatly/ 



Date: March 6, 2007 



Samuel A. Kassatly Law Office 
20690 View Oaks Way 



Samuel A. Kassatly 
Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No. 32,247 



San Jose, CA 95120 
Tel: (408) 323-51 1 1 
Fax: (408) 521-0111 
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